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Response to Comment C35-58 (continued)
Furthermore, Section 15064 incorporates statutory provisions which define "substantial evidence."  Specifically, subsection (g), Public Resources Code section 21082.2 provides that
the determination of significance shall be based upon substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the agency. This may include materials that are not part of the
environmental document, but that are known to and have been considered by the agency. Public Resources Code section 21082.2 states that: "argument, speculation, unsubstantiated
opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on
the environment, is not substantial evidence." Substantial evidence is defined to include: "facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts."
(Emphasis added.)

Response to Comment C35-59
The potential impacts referred to in the statement referenced by the commenter on page 3.1-103 are more completely described in the subsequent subsections of the Draft EIR/EIS
beginning on page 3.1-104.

Response to Comment C35-60
Even with the IOP and IA in place, many factors impact the amount of water released from Parker Dam, including crops, cropping patterns, and weather. With regard to the 1983-1986
flows being an aberration, even if the 1983-1986 flows are excluded from the calculation as the commenter suggests, the range of flows for the remaining years (1980-2001) is 5,189
KAF with an average of 7,633 KAF. Even with this reduced average, river flow changes for the IOP and IA fall well within the historical range of operations. If only the last seven years
are used, 1995-2001, the range of annual flows is 3,661 KAF with an average of 8,117 KAF.
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Response to Comment C35-61
It is recognized that as groundwater levels are lowered, there will
probably be increased costs to groundwater pumping. However, a
reduction in river stage of up to 4.4 inches does not equate to a large
reduction in groundwater elevations adjacent to the river, hence the
increased costs to groundwater pumping is minimal.
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Response to Comment C35-62
It is recognized that all water users at and below Imperial Dam,
including Mexico, are impacted by the salinity of the river flow arriving
at Imperial Dam. In 1974, the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act
was enacted with the purposes of: (1) resolving salinity issues
associated with the United States - Mexico Water Treaty deliveries; and
(2) creating a salinity control program within the U.S. portion of the
Colorado River Basin to maintain salinity standards. The federal/state
salinity control program is designed to maintain flow-weighted average
annual salinity at or below the adopted numeric criteria. Each of the
seven Basin States adopted the EPA-approved salinity standards for
the Colorado River Basin, which includes numeric criteria for flow-
weighted average annual salinity at three points along the Lower
Colorado River. The methodology for analysis of salinity assumes the
salinity under No Action Condition to be at the numeric standard for
Imperial Dam. The effects of the water transfers are expressed as a
departure from the numeric standards. The Colorado River Basin
Salinity Control forum, during triennial reviews, reviews current and
future water uses and analyzes their impact on the salinity of the
Colorado River. If needed, additional salinity control projects are added
to the implementation plan to assure compliance with the standards.

Response to Comment C35-63
The description of the Proposed Project water balance and Figure
3.1-26 reflect the water balance derived from the IIDSS. We believe
that the modeled water balance is based on the best methods and data
available. Therefore, the information presented in the Draft EIR/EIS
should remain unchanged.

Response to Comment C35-64
The apparent discrepancy in the water balance that was noted by the
commenter is not actually a discrepancy at all, but rather, it is a
misinterpretation of the accounting methods used to represent the
inflow and outflow components of the water balance. The deficit that
was pointed out by the commenter equals the rainfall runoff and deep
percolation component (approximately 36 KAFY) shown on
Figure 3.1-26, and 37 KAFY shown on subsequent water balance
figures. The rainfall runoff and deep percolation component results
from non-effective precipitation (i.e., that which is not consumed by
crop evapotranspiration) and is calculated as a closure term for the
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Response to Comment C35-64 (continued)

drainage water balance. Even though this component of the water balance occurs in the Basin and is represented as coming from the on-farm system, the actual flow attributed from
rainfall runoff and deep percolation originates as precipitation. We will revise the arrows showing this component of inflow on the water balance figures and add a footnote to each figure
to clarify this fact.

Response to Comment C35-65
Commented noted. We have reviewed the percentages from the final model runs and have computed values of 32.4 percent for the New River and 31.3 percent for the Alamo River.
These changes are included in this Final EIR/EIS in subsection 3.1 under Section 4.2, Text Revisions.

Response to Comment C35-66
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Development of the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C35-67
The TDS concentrations in supplied water is incorporated into the IIDSS modeling used to estimate water quality conditions in the waters of the IID water service area and All American
Canal. Additional information on these assumptions can be found in the Master Response on Hydrology-Development of the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

The water contribution to the drains in the IID Service Area comes predominantly from tailwater and tilewater. Since tilewater flows result from groundwater inflows, tilewater is generally
very low in TSS. Tailwater, which often passes over fields as surface flow, carries with it generally higher sediment loads as compared with tilewater. Implementation of on-farm
conservation measures, often targeting reduction in tailwater, will generally increase the proportion of tilewater in the drains. Therefore, TSS concentrations after implantation of the
project will generally be lower in the drains and their receiving waters.

On the Commenter's third point, lower TSS in the drain water does not necessarily correspond to increased buildup of COCs in the soil. Adequate leaching of the soils can still be
accomplished while implementing conservation measures to reduce tailwater runoff.
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Response to Comment C35-68
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C35-69
The TDS concentrations in supplied water is incorporated into the
IIDSS modeling used to estimate water quality conditions in the waters
of the IID water service area and All American Canal. Additional
information on these assumptions can be found in the Master
Response on Hydrology Development of the Baseline in Section 3 of
this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment C35-70
A thorough water accounting budget was developed for the Draft
EIR/EIS and used to compute flow at the Mesa 5 Lateral. The
difference between the historical flows at this location and those used
in the Baseline are the result of the Baseline adjustments. For
additional information, please refer to the Master Response on
Hydrology Development of the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

As noted earlier, the Baseline water balance does close correctly if
factors that were neglected from the balance are incorporated (e.g.,
effective precipitation).

This comment is correct. The flow and TDS adjustments made in
development of the Baseline do lead to a change in the leaching
fraction, a change in the distribution of runoff between tailwater and
tilewater, and other changes in flow paths that alter water quality.
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS, and its description of the
impact of Baseline modifications on IIDSS inputs. Also, refer to the
Master Response on Hydrology Selenium Mitigation, which describes
how Baseline adjustments affect modeling of selenium.

(Bullets 4 and 5) The Appendix of the Draft EIR/EIS entitled Salton Sea
Accounting Model includes plots of the Sea's elevation and salinity that
present data beginning in 1950. This appendix also includes an
area/elevation/capacity table that permits conversion of elevation data
presented in the appendix to storage volumes.

The quantity of sediment transported to the drainage system by
tailwater will be reduced by conservation measures that reduce
tailwater discharge. It is not clear what is being implied by the
commenter's reference to sediment quality.
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Response to Comment C35-71
Refer to Responses for C35-59 through C35-69.

Response to Comment C35-72
Refer to Responses for C35-59 through C35-69.

Response to Comment C35-73
Refer to Responses for C35-59 through C35-69.

Response to Comment C35-74
A complete water balance was performed for Alternative 4. Because
demands for deliveries of irrigation water are 100 KAFY lower under
Alternative 4 than under the Proposed Project, less water is run
through the delivery system to farm gates. This reduction in the volume
of delivered water results in reduced system losses through seepage,
spillage, and evaporation. This reduction in conveyance losses is the
reason for the slightly lower flow demands at Mesa Lateral 5 under this
alternative than were modeled for the Proposed Project.

Because of the extensive use of fallowing in these alternatives, a larger
proportion of water discharged at the outlets of the New and Alamo
Rivers is contributed by spillage, flow across the International Boundary
in the New River, municipal and industrial discharges, and other
sources lower in TDS than tilewater and lower in TSS than tailwater,
both of which are essentially eliminated on fallowed ground.

Because of the reduction in tailwater discharge resulting from fallowing
and from on-farm water conservation measures, TSS discharge is
reduced under these alternatives, as is the discharge of other
constituents conveyed to district drains through tailwater.



5-1027-

Letter - C35
Page 33


	Return to Contents: 
	Continue: 


